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Sin 

AppKcant r^uests that a panel of Examine,, review the rejections issued in the final 
Office Action mailed April 5, 2006 (hereinafter '"final Office Action"). The final Office Action 
essentiaUy repeated the rej'ections previously set forth in the non-fina, Office Action mailed 
Aug^ 29, 2005 (hereinafter the ' Wfinal Office Action'^ Applicant is not submitting any 
^nendments vdth this Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review (hereinafter 'Request for Review") 
Apphcant has filed a Notice of Appeal with this Request for Review. 

Applicant submits that the refections set forth in the final Office Action clearly a« not 

rr TJ7 °' ^^^^ — stated on 

tne attached four pages. 



'PA(£6/18'R(^ATSf7/2006 3:09:19PM [Eastern Daylight Ti^^^^ 



AUG 07 2006 15:14 Fr'kING AND SPALDING 404 572 5134 TO 3443tt2 1 300« 1 0500 P . 07 



Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review 
US. Patent Application No.: 09/766,727 

R^sons Sobmitted With Pr^ Appeal Bn>f Request For Review 
I- Pending Claims 

Claims 1-3, 6, 10. 11, 15-25, and 27-31 are pending in the application, with Claims 1, 6. 
and 27 being independent. Exhibit A, attached hereto, provides a complete listing of the pending 
claims. 

°' InvelSon ^ ^ The Claimed 

^ A^menT* *° Teach or Suggest Populating a Lease 

As described m detail on pages 12-14 of Applicant's Response to the non-final Office 
Action, ihe prior art of record does not teach or suggest a leasing nm^Tn n,.H„i. that populates 
a lease agreement based Qp. and fn response tp receriving the predetermined information about 
the selected real estate property, as recited in Applicant's independent Claim 1. AppUcant's 
claam require* a leasing program module that takes the action of populating a lease agreement 
'•based on" and ♦'in response to receiving" the specified information. To the contrary, the prior 
ait cited by the Examiner (namely, U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0037273 to Greenlee) 
merely teaches parties negotiating a lease and creating a lease document, which requires the 
parties to take action with regard to the lease. 

Specifically, the Examiner stated that Iffl 52-67 of CSieenlee teach the claimed feature as 
follows: "user goes through process of answering questions pertaining to what type of property is 
bemg sought, based on information inputted by user, matching properties are viewed by user- 
user selects properties to submit RFP to property provider for negotiations- pn>perty is toured;' 
and lease agreement is negotiated." See the final Office Action at pp. 4-5. Nothing i„ the 
Exammer's characterization of Greenlee, or in G^enlee itself, teaches tkc feature of a leasing 
progn^ module that populates a lease agreement in response to receiving the specified 
information. Greenlee merely teaches that the parties collaborate to negotiate and create a lease 

Paragraphs 52- 67 of Greenlee refer to Figure 4C. which Applicant has repnxiuced below 
Figure 4C of Greenlee illustrates the process after a user selects a pmperty. 
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Figure 4C of Greenlee 
Step 444 illustrates that "lease negotiations may take place." AppUcant submits that 
♦•negotxations" require action by parties to the lease agreement. Tke Examiner reiterates that 
function of the Greenlee system on p. 5 of the final Office Action when she states that the 'lease 
agreement xs negotiated." Furthenno^. as illustrated in Step 450 of Figure 4C of Greenlee and 
descnbed in 1[ 65: 'The original lease document is either .already cont^in^ w,tH.. or nosted to 
the cp^aboration datab.se hv the provider . Provider, user, broker, attorney and all other parties 
mvolved in the lease documentation process coUaborate via LeaseBoard™ 101 and the 

collaboration database 109. Upon acceptance of the lease terms by aU parties. ccEiesofAelea^s 
aredaft^ and forwarded for execution by all parties (process step 450)." (See Greenlee f 65 
(emphasis added)). 

Accordingly, the Greenlee system does not populate a lea.e agreement based on. and in 
response to receiving, the predetemained infonnation about the selected real estate property. To 
the contrary, the Greenlee system requires the parties to collaborate and input information into a 
lease document 
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Parties "collaborating" on or "negotiating" a lease agreement does not teach or suggest 
Applicants' leasing program module that populates a lease agreement ba^ on. and in response 
to receiving, the predetennined information about the selected real estate property. 

^* SS?n7h! r^?'Jt*rJ^"" ^"SSest Selecting a Site Visit Ageut 

Wtthln the Context of a Commercial Lease Transaction 

As described in detail on page 15 of Applicant's Response to the non-final Office Action, 
the prior art of record does not teach or suggest (1) storing infomiation for a plurality of .it^v^ s-t 
agents that support on-site property review and analysis of real estate properties and (2) selecting 
^ site visit agent , based on the stored information, to perfonn an on-site property review and 
analysis of the matching owner property, as recited in Applicant's independent Claims 6 and as 
similarly recited in AppUcanfs independent Claim 27. Fii^t, the documents cited by the 
Examiner do not teach or suggest information regarding a "site visit agent." Second, the 
documents cited by the Examiner do not teach or suggest selecting a site visit agent Lm 
information for multiple site visit agents. 

1. Greenlee and Cheetham Fail to Teach or Suggest a "Site Visit Agent" 
The Examiner cites to Iffl 7 and 60-61 of Greenlee for allegedly teaching the site visit 
agent feature. The Examiner reUes on the disclosure in Greenlee that the "parties involved in 
commercial real estate lease transactions... mclude tenants, brokers, landlords, leasing agents 
asset managers, and all other related parties." (gge the final Office Action, pp. 6-7.) To reach 
the features regarding the claimed "site visit agent," the Examiner simply states that the duties of 
the disclosed parties "are not limited." (S^id) However, none of the parties identified by 
Greenlee with the Examiner's expanded and "unlimited" duties can be considered "site visit 
agents" within the context of Applicants' claims. Applicants' original specification specifically 
discloses that "[i]n contrast to a real estate broker, who often juggles several real estate 
transaction tasks at once, a site visit agent is focused ^T.lv on .>..,vi„. ^ 

hMom^." ^1 27 ofApplicaats' original specification, as published). Accordingly 
Greenlee does not teach or suggest the claimed features regarding a site visit agent. 

2. Greenlee and Cheetham FaU to Teach or Suggest Selectine a Site Visit 
Agent fVom Information for Multiple Site Visit Agenft 
Applicant's independent Claim 6 recites (1) storing information for a plurality of .i..v,-.u 
ag^ Aat support on-site property review and analysis of real estate properties and (2) selecting 
^"^""^' ^"^^ °" to perform an on-site property review and 
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analysis of the matching owner property. AppHcanf s independent Claim 27 recites a similar 
feature. The documents cited by the Examiner do not teach or suggest that selecting feature. 

For this feature, the Examiner relies on Hf 60-61 of CJreenlee. (See final Office Action, 
pp. 6-7.) Specifically, the Examiner states that Greenlee discloses "notifications are 
automatically sent to the property representatives whose properties have been selected and 
building tours of the potential properties are performed. In order for the notification to be sent to 
the -site visit agent', the 'site visit agent's' infonnation must have been previously stored in the 
database...." Thus, the Examiner equates a "property representative," e.g., the property owner, to 
the claimed site visit agent. As discussed in the previous section, that assertion is mcorrect 
Nevertheless, notifying a property representative that their property has been selected does not 
teach or sugggs^ selectinp a site visit agent fit>m infom,«ti^n stored for mnltiple site visit atri^tc , 
as required bv Applig jmfs indepenri ent Claims ^ ^nH 1 7 

Finally, the Examiner states in the final Office Action on p. 6 that "The building tours can 
be performed by the property representative or related nartv acting as a .site vidt ^^ .yt- 
Applicants respectfully note that the Examiner's statement that building tours being performed 
by a "related party acting as a site visit agent" is not supported by the record. 

Accordingly, the documents cited by the Examiner do not teach or suggest at lease the 
feature of storing information for a plurality of site visit agents that support on-site property 
review and analysis of real estate properties and selecting a site visit agent, based on the stored 
information, to perform an on-site property review and analysis of the matching owner property. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit the foregoing to apanel of Bxaminere to review the rejections issued in 
the final Office Action mailed April 5, 2006. Applicants submit thai the rgections set forth in 
the final Office Action clearly are not proper and are without basis. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Kerry L.^roome 

KING & SPALDING LLP ^"^'^^ 
1 180 Peachtree Street, N.E., 34* Floor 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3521 
(404) 572-4600 
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